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I. BACKGROUND 


Consent Decree paragraph 131(a) mandates that Detective Support Division (DSD), Los 
Angeles Police Department, conducts regular and periodic audits of the work product of 
all gang units covered by paragraph 106. Detective Support Division’s audit was 
performed using the mandates of paragraph 128, which requires a stratified random 
sample of arrest, booking and charging reports be reviewed for completeness, 
authenticity, underlying actions, and supervisory oversight. 


Il. PURPOSE 


As required by Consent Decree paragraph 135, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
evaluated DSD’s second audit of Special Enforcement Unit (SEU) arrest packages for 
quality, completeness and findings. The audit report was over one year past due. 
Detective Support Division completed its audit report on March 5, 2003. The report was 
forwarded to Audit Division for review and evaluation on March 28, 2003, and 
subsequently signed by the Chief of Police on May 30, 2003. The OIG received the audit 
report on June 12, 2003. Hence the Department did not comply with the provisions of 
paragraph 135 of the Consent Decree, which mandate that the OIG be provided with 
copies of all reports of specified audits within one week of the completion thereof. 


Il. PRIOR AUDITS 


This is the second Consent Decree related audit of SEU arrest packages conducted by the 
Department. The first audit examined reports generated during the month of August 
2001, and was completed on March 27, 2002. The status of the first audit 
recommendations is listed below. ' 


' The OIG noted that the findings and recommendations of the first audit were not provided to 
Department personnel for implementation until March 27, 2002. The second audit period included 
arrests made during the months of October 1, 2001 through December 31, 2001, which was prior 
to the issuance of the first audit report. 
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DSD Recommendation No. 1 - Status 


Recommendation 





The report emphasized the need for an entry of the correct “Detail Arresting” on the 
Arrest Report, Form 5.2 (face sheet) during the booking process. 


Status 


According to DSD, Information Technology Division (ITD) was advised of the necessary 
corrective action and ITD added an “SEU” descriptor as an acceptable entry in the 
“Detail Arresting” field. Furthermore, Jail Division and SEU personnel were apprised of 
the modification, and personnel not assigned to an “SEU” gang enforcement detail would 
be precluded from using the “SEU” designation when booking an arrestee. 


The OIG contacted Management Services Division to determine if any Department 
directives had been issued that assigned a specific Department entity with the 
responsibility for monitoring the booking process to ensure the accurate designation in 
the “Detail Arresting” field. As of this writing, no directives have been issued. 


Recommendation: 

e The OIG recommends that the Department formalize the procedure through a 
directive to designate responsibility to a specific Department entity to monitor and 
ensure that Department personnel not assigned to an SEU gang enforcement detail not 
use the “SEU” designation and to ensure SEU personnel use the designation. 


DSD Recommendation No. 2 - Status 


Recommendation 





The report emphasized the need for an entry of the correct “Detail Arresting” on the 
Arrest Report, Form 5.2 (face sheet) during the booking process. 


Status 


According to DSD, the arresting officers or Area Records Units did not routinely make 
copies of the Forms 12.31 prior to transmittal of arrest reports to R&I. 
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The OIG determined that compliance with this recommendation could not be assessed 
because the findings and recommendations of the Department’s first audit of Arrests, 
Booking, and Charging Reports by SEUs had not yet been issued to Department 
personnel for implementation. 


IV. OVERVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT AUDIT 


The Department’s audit focused on Consent Decree requirements set forth in paragraphs 
128 and 131(a). The audit examined a stratified random sample of arrest reports and 
related documentation completed by officers assigned to SEU’s for the period of 
October 1, 2001 through December 31, 2001. 


The arrest packages were evaluated using four objectives: completeness; authenticity 
review; underlying actions for appropriateness, legality, and conformance with 
Department policy; and evaluation of supervisory oversight. Department compliance 
with the stated objectives was achieved when 95 percent of the reports met the standards 
of compliance.” 


V. METHODOLOGY 


The OIG randomly selected a sample of 107 arrest packages? out of the 499 audited by 
DSD as well as their working papers, to include at least two arrest packages for each 
Area. The ten additional arrest packages identified by DSD with significant issues were 
also requested for review to determine if additional follow-up was needed. The OIG’s 
total sample population was 117. The OIG utilized DSD’s matrix and “crib sheet” to 
identify any anomalies. As described herein, the OIG created a supplemental matrix to 
address issues relating to the arrest of juveniles. 


The OIG determined that 20 of the 117 arrest packages reviewed involved juveniles. The 
OIG evaluated the juvenile arrest packages by using both DSD’s matrix and the 
supplemental juvenile matrix to address the differences in arrest procedures for juveniles. 
Specifically, the juvenile matrix contained questions relating to temporary detentions of 
juveniles at Department facilities (Secure and Non-Secure Detention Logs); approval for 
juvenile bookings, admonition of Miranda rights and waivers; and contacting a 
parent/guardian within a reasonable time period. The purpose of this additional review 


? The Audit Work Plan, Matrix, and Crib Sheet utilized by DSD were the same as those developed and used by 
Audit Division for the third audit of Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports. 

? In the case of a multiple arrest, DSD completed a separate matrix for each arrestee. However, the control number 
issued did not link the matrices (e.g., HOB 13-1 and HOB 13-2). In fact in some cases the control number issued 
was not the next numerical number. For example, in a multi-three arrest the numbers issued were HOB-7, HOB-10 
and HOB-21. As a result, the OIG, did not request all three matrices, therefore a separate evaluation on each of the 
arrestees was not done. The OIG did evaluate the entire arrest for underlying actions and legality. 
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was to identify potential risk management issues relating to the Department’s juvenile 
arrest packages and to make any necessary recommendations. 


VI. FINDINGS 


The following summarizes significant issues identified by the OIG during its review of 
DSD’s audit. 


1. Administrative Issues 


Detective Support Division utilized Audit Division’s well-designed matrix to 
identify patterns by any specific SEU with regards to spontaneous statements, 
consent searches, canned language, discarded evidence, and Miranda waivers. 


Although, DSD utilized Audit Division’s matrix to identify anomalies, it appears 
they did not use the corresponding Crib Sheet. Thirty-three of the 117 matrices 
reviewed were not completed as instructed by the Crib Sheet. Furthermore, 
several of the matrices included incomplete or inaccurate responses (e.g., two 
responses were documented, questions were left blank, all evidence recovered 
was not listed, etc.). See Appendix A, Administrative Issues. 


The OIG found the quality of DSD’s review of arrest packages to be deficient. 
The OIG identified several discrepancies in DSD’s responses, however the 
discrepancies did not invalidate the legality of the arrests. Some examples 
include: DSD indicating “no search” when in fact a search did take place; DSD 
indicating the name on the booking section of the arrest report as the same person 
signing the Approving Watch Commander portion of the Booking Approval when 
in fact they were different; DSD indicating a spontaneous statement was made 
when in fact the suspect was responding to a specific question. The anomalies 
noted above are listed in Appendix A. 


The OIG further identified the following: 


Control No. FTHL-38 (Booking No. 7036992) — DSD reported that the officers 
failed to book a spent casing during a shooting investigation. The OIG disagrees 
with DSD’s finding because the recovery of the shell casing and handgun were 
properly documented on two different DR numbers and a different arrestee. 
Correspondence was sent by DSD to the Commanding Officer, Operations Valley 
Bureau, to review the findings of the second audit of Arrest, Booking, and 
Charging Reports. The Commanding Officer, Foothill Area, responded that the 
arrest report adequately cross-referenced the Property Report under the “list 
connecting reports” box. The OIG concurs with the response provided by the 
Commanding Officer, Foothill Area. 
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Control No. CENT-63 (Booking 7097157) — DSD indicated that there was no 
legal basis for the arrest. Correspondence was sent by DSD to the Commanding 
Officer, Operations Central Bureau, to review the findings of the second audit of 
Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports. The Commanding Officer, Central Area, 
responded stating that based on the expertise and observations of the arresting 
officers there was sufficient legal basis for the arrest. The OIG concurs with the 
Commanding Officer’s response. 


2. Audit Population 


As requested by DSD, ITD generated a report by using the Consolidated Criminal 
Analysis Database (CCAD), and by using selected criteria established by DSD, of 
Department-wide arrests by SEUs.* On a monthly basis, each Area SEU submits 
an inventory log of arrests to DSD. The logs were compared with the query 
generated by ITD. Any arrest not captured by ITD’s query was included in the 
SEU log to achieve the total population of 1320 arrests for the audit period 
selected. Although DSD’s audit report identified a total population of 1320 arrest 
packages, the Sample Selection Worksheet provided by DSD identified a total 
population of 1311 arrests. Furthermore, the OIG noted that some arrest in the 
SEU logs were crossed-out and eliminated from the total population without an 
explanation. The OIG contacted DSD for their rationale to exclude these arrests 
from the overall population. Detective Support Division however could not 
provide a concrete explanation for their exclusion. 


In order to achieve a 95% confidence level and an error rate of +/-4%, DSD was 
required to review 413 arrest packages for the sample population. The sample 
population was stratified by Area/Bureau’. The sample population to be audited 
was obtained by using a random number generator to select arrests from each 
Area and Bureau. A preliminary evaluation of selected arrest reports revealed 
multiple arrests within the reports. Detective Support Division evaluated each 
arrest independently, which resulted in a sample population of 499 arrest 
packages. A computerized and a hard copy printout identifying the total 
population was maintained by DSD for subsequent review. 


The OIG attempted to verify the completeness of the population by requesting a 
query of the CCAD, using the same criteria that DSD used, and the Sample 
Selection Worksheet prepared by DSD. Despite several discussions with DSD, 
the OIG was unable to verify the completeness of the population drawn by DSD 
due to the limitations of the CCAD and the inaccuracies in the logs submitted by 
the SEU’s. 


t The ITD query did not include the identification of a multi-arrest (booking numbers, Release from Custody, or 
citation numbers), which is contained within the narrative of the arrest report. Detective Support Division identified 
the additional booking numbers and included them in the population. 

` Each Bureau has an SEU detail to assist the Areas. According to DSD, all Bureau SEUs, with the exception of 
Central Bureau SEU, conduct administrative work only. 
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According to DSD, to correct the deficiencies of the CCAD, ITD added an “SEU” 
descriptor as an acceptable entry in the “Detail Arresting” field. Personnel 
responsible for booking arrestees have been apprised of the availability of the 
“SEU” descriptor. This modification should provide a complete population of 
arrests made by SEU details for auditing purposes. 


Note: Per DSD, arrests for misdemeanor warrants were excluded 
from the sample population, as they do not require completion of 
an arrest report face sheet. The OIG identified two arrests for 
misdemeanor warrants that should have been excluded from the 
sample population (Control Nos. DEV-29 and NHWD-16). 


3. Completeness and Authenticity of Reports 


Completeness 


Completeness of arrest packages was defined by DSD as the mere inclusion of the 
necessary documents in the arrest package. Some errors and/or omissions on the 
individual documents were also evaluated to ensure the discrepancy did not 
invalidate the legality of the arrest. The Department’s record retention system 
was also examined to determine if it permitted a review of required documents 
associated with an arrest package. 


The OIG identified 41 (35%) out of 117 arrest packages reviewed that were 
incomplete because the Area(s), Records Unit, did not maintain a copy of all of 
the arrest documents nor did they provide Records and Identification Division 
(R&I) with a copy of the documents as required by Department policy and 
procedure. Detective Support Division determined that 212 (42%) out of the 499 
arrest packages reviewed did not have all of the required documents and were 
deemed to be incomplete. The OIG identified additional packages not identified 
by DSD that were incomplete. See Appendix B for detailed finding. 


Note: As indicated previously in this report, the findings and 
recommendations of the first audit of Arrest, Booking, and 
Charging Reports by SEU’s were not provided to Department 
personnel for implementation until March 27, 2002. The audit 
period selected for this audit was prior to the release of the first 
audit report, therefore, the OIG determined that at this time an 
evaluation for compliance with the recommendation cannot be 
made. 
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Recommendation: 


e It is recommended that the Areas/divisions audit its report processing and filing 
practices for compliance with Department procedures and to identify possible causes 
of missing reports. 


Authenticity Review 


The review for authenticity by DSD did not reveal any significant patterns of 
questionable reporting and/or documentation in any single area of analysis 
(canned language, inconsistent information or other indicia that would challenge 
the authenticity). The OIG did not identify any reports that contained canned 
and/or cut and paste language. 


The OIG identified the following issues related to Inconsistent Information and 
Other Indicia Challenging Authenticity that were not noted by DSD: 


Inconsistent Information 


Hollenbeck Area 





Control No. HBK-72 (Booking No. 7043320) — In this arrest, marijuana was 
seized from the suspect’s shoe and is not listed in the Combined Evidence Report 
as indicated in the narrative of the arrest report. A Property Receipt was issued to 
the suspect indicating the weight and item (marijuana) seized. The OIG contacted 
Hollenbeck Property to determine if the marijuana was booked. The Property 
Officer indicated that the only item booked on the arrest was a can of spray paint. 
The seizure of the marijuana was made in the presence of a partner officer and the 
Watch Commander and appears to be an oversight by the officers. The OIG 
forwarded correspondence to the Commanding Officer, Operations Central 
Bureau, for appropriate action and a response to the OIG within 30 days. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau or Hollenbeck Area. 


Newton Area 


Control No. NTN-30 (RFC No. 5015534) — The citation issued incorrectly 
indicates the arrest date as “11/21/00” instead of “11/21/01,” which is the date the 
officer shows next to his signature. A citation correction was not included in the 
arrest package. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau or Newton Area. 
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Operations Central Bureau — SEU 





Control No. OCB-70 (Booking No. 7058943) — The Property Report indicates 
that evidence was recovered from the vehicle, while the Arrest Report narrative 
indicates the evidence (key) was recovered from the subject’s right, front pants 
pocket. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau. 


Other Indicia Challenging Authenticity 


Hollywood Area 


The OIG identified four separate arrests documents (Booking Nos. 7061099, 
7054787, 7063517 and 7071028) that require further review to determine the 
authenticity of the sergeant’s signature. Three of the four arrests involved the 
same officers and the other arrest involved at least one of the same two officers. 
An examination of the signatures on the arrest documents and the written serial 
number representations revealed potential anomalies that the OIG determined 
warranted further scrutiny of the reports. The OIG forwarded correspondence and 
copies of the reports to the Commanding Officer, Hollywood Area, requesting a 
signature authenticity review of the sergeant’s signature. The OIG received 
correspondence from the Commanding Officer, Hollywood Area, verifying the 
authenticity of the sergeant’s signature. The Commanding Officer further 
indicated that the sergeant was reminded that the approval of arrest reports require 
the serial number as well as a legible signature of the supervisor approving. 


Northeast Area 


Control No. NE-73 (Booking No. 7085093) — DSD incorrectly indicated that the 
supervisor’s signature was signed, however it appears to be printed. The OIG 
sent correspondence dated August 28, 2003, to the Commanding Officer, 
Operations Central Bureau, requesting a signature authenticity review. A 30-day 
response to the OIG was requested. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau or Northeast Area. 


Central Area 
Control No. Central -129 (Booking No. 7115540) — The Booking Approval was 


not signed by the Lieutenant as indicated in the Arrest Report narrative. In fact 
the original Booking Approval was lost according to a notation on the copy in the 


Review of Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports 
by Special Enforcement Units Audit 

Page 9 of 20 

1.0 


package and a duplicate was created. The Approving Watch Commander’s 
Signature was printed and in parenthesis the initials (RB) are noted. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau or Central Area. 


Our review noted issues which led us to believe that a “crib sheet” to the commanding 
officers providing guidelines to assist supervisors when reviewing arrest documents to 
ensure proper and adequate documentation with regards to articulation of probable cause, 
searches, evidence, booking approvals, etc., would be helpful in managing their 
respective command. 


Recommendation: 


e It is recommended that in an effort to ensure Department compliance in the area of 
completeness and authenticity review, an abbreviated audit matrix and crib sheet be 
provided to the commanding officers of each Area and to each SEU supervisor to 
assist them in appropriately evaluating reports for completeness and legality of the 
arrests. 


4. Underlying Action for Appropriateness, Legality, and Conformance with 
Department Policy 


The OIG identified the following issues relative to underlying action for 
appropriateness, legality and conformance with Department policy that were not 
identified by DSD: 


Foothill Area 


Control No. FTHL-1 (Booking No. 7046694) — This arrest involved officers 
assigned to Foothill Area SEU. Per the arrest report narrative, the officers were 
driving by when they observed the subject standing behind a five-foot fence with 
an opaque covering at a location that was known to be problematic. The officers 
decided to make a consensual contact. As the officers stopped and exited their 
police vehicle, one officer observed the subject drop his hands to his waistband 
area. From the description of the premises and the officers’ position, the ability to 
make this observation is questionable. The officer, believing the subject was 
attempting to conceal a weapon or contraband, ran over to the fence, looked over, 
and saw a blue steel handgun falling to the ground next to the subject. According 
to the officer, as the weapon hit the ground, the subject kicked it in order to cover 
it with dirt. The officer managed to get one handcuff on the subject before having 
to resort to a firm grip in order to control him. The subject was subsequently 
placed into custody and booked for violating Penal Code Section 12020, Carrying 


é Audit Division made this recommendation in their third Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports audit. 
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a Prohibited Weapon, and 12025(b)(6), Unlawful Carrying of a Loaded Firearm 
by a Person not the Owner. 


The OIG questions the validity of the arrest because of the search on which it was 
predicated. The report clearly describes the area of the premises where the 
subject was standing as, “behind an approx 5’ chain link fence with a black 
opaque lining....” This description demonstrates that the area where the minor 
was standing was an area where there was some certain expectation of privacy. 
The officer’s report goes on to say, “I ran up to the fence and looked over.” 
There is little doubt that the officer’s actions constituted a search for which there 
was no warrant and no consent, People v. Lovelace, 116 Cal. App. 3d 541 (1981) 
(reasonable expectation of privacy in yard enclosed by a 6-foot high fence that 
had been repaired to shield yard from private view). Correspondence dated 
September 30, 2003 was sent to the Commanding Officer, Operations Valley 
Bureau, for appropriate action. A 30-day response to the OIG was requested. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Valley Bureau or Foothill Area. 


Hollenbeck Area 





Control No. HBK-49 and HBK-50 (Booking Nos. 7081673 and 7081677) — 
This incident occurred on November 13, 2001 and involved a foot pursuit of three 
suspects who eventually entered the home of a neighbor without permission in 
order to evade the officers. One of the suspects was not known to be wanted, 
while two of the suspects were named suspects on Robbery/Assault with a Deadly 
Weapon and Grand Theft Auto cases, respectfully, the other was a named suspect 
on a Robbery/Assault with a Deadly Weapon case. All three suspects were 
arrested and charged with Penal Code Section 459/Burglary, Hot Prowl. It is the 
opinion of the OIG that entering the victim’s residence to evade police officers is 
a misdemeanor trespass at best, and as such, does not qualify as a burglary. The 
OIG further questioned whether there was initial probable cause to detain one of 
the suspects who was on probation but his conditions were not listed on the 
report. Absent search and seizure conditions or conditions prohibiting him from 
being in the company of known gang members, he was probably under no 
obligation to remain at the scene of the stop. The OIG queried the Criminal 
History System, which indicated that the District Attorney rejected the case 
against the suspect for insufficient cause. 


The OIG noted that the same two officers involved in the case noted above were 
involved in a similar situation on November 2, 2001 (Booking Numbers 7070123, 
7070153, 7070141, 7070198, 7070121, 7070179 and 7070159, Citation Numbers 
5514821 and 5514822), and in that case charged the suspects with criminal 
trespass, Penal Code Section 602. Correspondence was sent to the Commanding 
Officer, Operations Central Bureau, recommending training to all employees 
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involved in the writing and review of arrest reports to carefully establish the 
necessary elements of an offense(s) before charging or receiving an arrestee. 


As of this writing, the OIG had not received correspondence from the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau or Hollenbeck Area. 


Northeast Area 


Control No. NE-18 (Booking No. 7040689) — This arrest involved officers 
assigned to the Northeast Area SEU. The officers responded to a radio call 
regarding a shooting that occurred in the general area in which the suspects were 
detained. Suspect Santos was one of four males who were stopped as they left the 
area of a shooting in a vehicle driven by a female. The arrest report provides 
probable cause for the initial contact and detention of the suspects. However, it 
does not provide probable cause to further detain and transport the suspects once 
they were eliminated through a field show up at the scene. One of the shooting 
victims advised the officers that the 4-male suspects detained were not involved in 
the shooting. The OIG questioned whether probable cause existed to further 
detain and transport any of the suspects if they had already been eliminated as 
suspects in the shooting investigation. Correspondence was sent to the 
Commanding Officer, Operations Central Bureau, for appropriate action. 


Control No. NE-70 (Booking Number 7079557) — This incident appears to 
involve a violation of Miranda involving a juvenile. The subject was arrested on 
a felony arrest warrant and transported to Northeast station for booking. A review 
of the Arrest Report and Juvenile Arrest Report face sheets did not provide an 
indication that Miranda was given. In fact, the Arrest Report face sheet, 
Admonition of Rights section indicates “not given.” Department Manual 
Section 4/202.10, requires that all persons under 18 years of age described in 
Sections 601 and 602, Welfare and Institutions Code, shall be advised of their 
rights upon being taken into custody, regardless of whether they are to be 
interrogated. Correspondence was sent to the Commanding Officer, Operations 
Central Bureau, for appropriate action. 





Note: During the audit period, the Department issued Special Order 

No. 33, 2001, Admonition of Miranda Rights — Revised. This directive 
(Special Order No. 33) is dated October 3, 2001. The OIG believed that 
implementation of this directive during the audit period would not be 
realistic by virtue of the fact that the Department must distribute the new 
directive to all sworn Department employees and provide training, which 
could take approximately one to two months. Therefore, the OIG did not 
include as an anomaly arrest reports that indicated the use of the previous 
procedure. 
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5. Supervisory Oversight 


Detective Support Division determined that 43 (8%) of the total arrest packages 
reviewed lacked adequate post-incident supervisory oversight (proper review of 
the arrest reports). The most widespread inconsistency was in the use of the 
Property Receipt, Form 10.10. Detective Support Division identified 120 arrest 
packages in which a property receipt was required, but not completed. The OIG 
identified additional discrepancies that were not identified by DSD (See 
Appendix A). The discrepancies identified involved three missing booking 
approvals, five City Attorney Disclosures, and three Probable Cause Declarations. 
The OIG further identified problems with the arrest packages, listed under 
Completeness and Underlying Action for Appropriateness sections within this 
report, that should have been identified by the supervisors had they thoroughly 
read and reviewed the reports before they approved them and allowed the reports 
to be processed. As indicated in the OIG’s review of the third audit of Arrest, 
Booking, and Charging Reports audit conducted by Audit Division, many of the 
problems identified in our review boil down to supervisors’ failure to ensure 
documents are properly completed. 


The Department and the OIG have identified the issues regarding the lack of 
supervisory oversight when reviewing arrest documents in several audits. The 
OIG believes that since the issuance of those audit reports, the Department has 
taken various steps to correct the deficiencies identified, including publishing 
various directives to implement the various recommendations made in these 
audits. Since the reports reviewed for this audit are almost two years old, the OIG 
could not make a determination if improvement has been made in the area of 
supervisory oversight. 


6. Patterns 


Detective Support Division, using the recurring patterns identified in the Rampart 
Board of Inquiry Report, evaluated all arrest reports for the presence of four key 
elements; spontaneous statements; consent searches; discarded evidence; and 
waivers of Miranda. Detective Support Division established that none of the 499 
arrest reports reviewed had all four elements present, however twelve arrest 
reports had three of the key elements noted. Detective Support Division 
evaluated the twelve reports and no risk management issues were identified. 


The OIG reviewed the arrest packages in our sample population for the presence 
of the same four key elements and did not identify any arrest packages that had all 
four elements present. In fact, the OIG did not identify any arrest packages with 
any recurring patterns. 
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7. Additional Findings 


As indicated earlier, our sample population contained 20 juvenile arrest packages 
(See Appendix D). A review of Department policy and procedure relative to 
juvenile arrests (Department Manual Section 4/218 and Manual of Juvenile 
Procedures, Chapter 7, Juvenile Arrests) revealed that there are significant 
differences in procedures involving the arrest of juveniles. For example, there 
must be a record in a detention log for all juveniles; juveniles must be informed of 
the purpose of the detention, the expected duration, and the fact that the detention 
shall not exceed six hours. (See Department Manual Section 4/218.66, 
Temporary Detention of Juveniles at Department Facilities). Detective Support 
Division’s matrix did not include specific questions related to juvenile arrests”. 

As a result, the OIG created matrix questions to focus on the procedures described 
in the Department manual. 


The OIG identified the following issues: 


e One juvenile was not entered on the detention logs (Secure or Non-secure) as 
required by law and Department policy (Control No. SW-40, Booking No. 
7103198). 

e A Secure or Non-Secure Detention Log was not found for two separate 
juvenile arrests (Control Nos. RAMP-21-Booking No. 7073938 and FTHL-54 
— Booking No. 7130107). 

e All, but one (NE-70, Booking No. 7079557) juvenile arrest package indicated 
the admonition of Miranda rights was provided. 

e Inthe 19 cases which note that the admonition of Miranda was provided, the 
OIG could not determine if the Miranda waiver was sought at the time of 
interrogation or if the question was read as part of the series of questions. 
Department policy requires “All juveniles...shall be advised of their rights 
upon being taken into custody...” Department policy requires, “...the waiver 
of the Miranda rights shall not be sought until the juvenile is to be 
interrogated.”* 


Note: Since this audit was conducted, the Department conducted 
an audit of Secure and Non-Secure Detention Logs and has 
identified corrective measures to comply with State and 
Department mandates. 


’ Detective Support Division did not evaluate Secure and Non-Secure Detention Logs because the logs are not 
required to be included in the arrest packages. 

8 A recommendation has been made by Audit Division that all Department forms with Miranda sections are updated 
to reflect the revised method of giving the Miranda admonition, as directed in Special Order No. 33, 2001. All 
applicable forms are being or in some cases have been revised by Planning and Research Division. 
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VII. 


VIII. 


8. Other Administrative Issues 


The OIG identified inconsistencies between information contained in the arrest 
packages and the responses on the matrix. Those inconsistencies included arrest 
packages which contained either an incorrect response to the matrix question; 
matrices where questions were not answered; lack of documentation of a project 
manager’s final response; or inaccuracies involving evidence. The OIG made 
several attempts to address these issues with DSD, however DSD did not schedule 
a meeting. See Appendix C for detailed findings. 


POST AUDIT MEETING WITH DETECTIVE SUPPORT DIVISION 


A post-audit meeting was not held with DSD. The OIG made several unsuccessful 
attempts to contact the DSD liaison to schedule a post-audit meeting. The Commanding 
Officer of DSD and an officer-in-charge indicated that detective staff was unavailable 
due to their attendance at a weeklong conference. As of the completion date of this audit, 
DSD has not responded to our telephone calls. 


CONCLUSION 


Although, DSD identified significant issues in their review of arrest, booking, and 
charging reports by SEUs, it is the OIG’s opinion that overall DSD’s review was 
deficient in several areas. In several cases it was not possible to determine the actual 
response on the matrix since two responses were circled. Furthermore, it appears that 
DSD did not thoroughly review the arrest packages and in turn identified discrepancies 
that were inaccurate. The OIG noted that several Area Commanding Officers’ responses 
noted the inaccuracies of DSD’s audit findings. The OIG further determined that DSD 
did not properly follow-up on issues identified to be high-risk management (i.e., issues 
identified to involve inconsistent information, underlying action for appropriateness, 
legality, and conformance with Department policy, etc.). Finally, DSD simply forwarded 
its audit report to all Commanding Officers (C/O) for appropriate action without 
requesting any specific action or response from the C/Os. Although a response was 
received from most Area Commanding Officers, certain high-risk anomalies should have 
been addressed immediately by DSD during the audit process.’ 


Since the completion of DSD’s second audit of SEU arrest packages, the Special 
Operations Bureau has initiated steps to improve the Department’s management of gang 
units in order to move the Department closer to compliance with the mandates of the 
Consent Decree. Furthermore, the Department has taken positive steps to correct various 
deficiencies noted in recent audits. A Chief of Police Notice dated May 14, 2003, was 





? The OIG was provided with copies of responses received from the Commanding Officers in regards to the findings 
identified in the audit. Responses were received from Valley Bureau, Central Bureau, West Bureau and 77" Street 
Area from South Bureau. 
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published requesting that Area/divisions commanding officers ensure that supervisor’ s 
meetings scheduled during Deployment Period 6, June, 2003, include training on arrest 
packages, juvenile arrests, Non-categorical Use of Force Reports, and Supervisor’s 
Signature. We are optimistic that future audits and the results thereof will reflect 
improvement in the management of gang units. 


IX. RECOMMENDATIONS 
We concur with DSD’s recommendations and would recommend the following: 


1. The OIG recommends that the Department formalize the procedure through a 
directive to designate responsibility to a specific Department entity to monitor and 
ensure that Department personnel not assigned to an SEU gang enforcement detail not 
use the “SEU” designation and to ensure SEU personnel use the designation. 


2. It is recommended that the Areas/divisions audit its report processing and filing 
practices for compliance with Department procedures and to identify possible causes 
of missing reports. 


3. It is recommended that in an effort to ensure Department compliance in the area of 
completeness and authenticity review, an abbreviated audit matrix and crib sheet be 
provided to the commanding officers of each Area and to each SEU supervisor to 
assist them in appropriately evaluating reports for completeness and legality of the 
arrests. 


X. ACTION TAKEN 


The OIG sent correspondence to various Department commands to address the 
discrepancies identified in the audit. 


ANDRE BIROTTE, JR. 
Inspector General 
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APPENDIX A 
MATRIX/CRIB SHEET ISSUES 
CONTROL 
NUMBER AREA/DIVISION ISSUE 
Q20, Q28, Q32, Q41, Q42 not answered in 
77-24 777 accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q46, Q47 not answered in accordance with crib 
771-25 ITA sheet instructions. 
Q12, Q22, Q24, Q41, Q42-Q55 not answered in 
CENT-01 Central accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q11, Q15-Q19 not answered in accordance with 
CENT-102 Central crib sheet instructions. 
Q11, Q17, Q18, Q20, Q45, Q51 not answered in 
CENT-201 Central accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q20, Q22, Q24 not answered in accordance 
CENT-48 Central with crib sheet instructions. 
Q11, Q17, Q20, Q22-Q24 not answered in 
CENT-57 Central accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q50, Q55 not answered in accordance with crib 
CENT-65 Central sheet instructions. 
Q11, Q17, Q18, Q48, Q49, Q 50, Q52-Q54 not 
answered in accordance with crib sheet 
CENT-71 Central instructions. 
Q4, Q8, Q11, Q20, Q44, Q45, Q47, Q55 not 
answered in accordance with crib sheet 
DEV-26 Devonshire instructions. 
Q20, Q52 not answered in accordance with crib 
DEV-91 Devonshire sheet instructions. 
Q17, Q18, Q20, Q22-Q40, Q49, Q55 not 
answered in accordance with crib sheet 
FTHL-24 Foothill instructions. 
Q3, Q23, Q50, Q63 not answered in accordance 
HARB-17 Harbor with crib sheet instructions. 
Q59, Q61 not answered in accordance with crib 
HOBK-03 Hollenbeck sheet instructions. 
Q15-19, Q23, Q41 not answered in accordance 
HOBK-47 Hollenbeck with crib sheet instructions. 
Q25, Q41 not answered in accordance with crib 
NE-03 Northeast sheet instructions. 
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APPENDIX A 
MATRIX/CRIB SHEET ISSUES 
CONTROL 
NUMBER AREA/DIVISION ISSUE 
Q17, Q18, Q25, Q55 not answered in 
NE-13 Northeast accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q17, Q18 not answered in accordance with crib 
NE-38 Northeast sheet instructions. 
Q41 not answered in accordance with crib sheet 
NE-86 Northeast instructions. 
Q41 not answered in accordance with crib sheet 
NE-87 Northeast instructions. 
Q2, Q41, Q58-Q61 not answered in accordance 
NEWT-10 Newton with crib sheet instructions. 
Q57 not answered in accordance with crib sheet 
NEWT-31 Newton instructions. 
Q58-Q61 not answered in accordance with crib 
NEWT-45 Newton sheet instructions. 
Q59-Q61 not answered in accordance with crib 
NEWT-50 Newton sheet instructions. 
Q58-Q61 not answered in accordance with crib 
NEWT 58 Newton sheet instructions. 
Q48-Q54 not answered in accordance with crib 
RAMP- 13 Rampart sheet instructions. 
Q17, Q18 not answered in accordance with crib 
SE-30 Southeast sheet instructions. 
Q14, Q20, Q61-Q63 not answered in 
SW-03 Southwest accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q14, Q59, Q61, Q63 not answered in 
SW-09 Southwest accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q3, Q20, Q36-Q40, Q55, Q63 not answered in 
SW-10 Southwest accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q23, Q39, Q48, Q52 not answered in 
SW-40 Southwest accordance with crib sheet instructions. 
Q20, Q41, Q61 not answered in accordance 
SW-56 Southwest with crib sheet instructions. 
Q18, Q19 not answered in accordance with crib 
VNYS-2 Van Nuys sheet instructions. 
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APPENDIX B 
DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN OIG 
AND DSD FINDINGS RELATIVE TO COMPLETENESS 

DIVISION DOCUMENT(S) MISSING DSD OIG 
Northeast Booking Approval 0 1 
Harbor Probable Cause Declaration 0 2 
Booking Approval 1 3 
Southeast Probable Cause Declaration 1 2 
Southwest City Attorney Disclosure 1 2 
Devonshire City Attorney Disclosure 1 2 
Hollywood City Attorney Disclosure 0 1 
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APPENDIX C 


DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE OIG AND DSD FINDINGS 





DSD CONTROL 
NUMBER 


BOOKING/ 
RFC NUMBER 


DISCREPANCY 





CENT-50 


7054970 


Q5-DSD answered no RFC in package. Should be Yes, 
RFC in package for non-arrestable misdemeanor. 
Q16-DSD says no waiver sought. OIG says waiver 
sought. 

Q17-DSD says No to whether arrest report documents 
arrestee’s Miranda responses. Should be Yes. 





CENT-52 


RFC 556206 


This arrest and the co-defendant’s arrest were mixed up. 
Consequently, all responses on the DSD arrest matrix 
were erroneous. 





CENT-77 


7081448 


Q5-DSD answered incorrectly. 
Q12-Only name and rank of supervisor listed on report. 





HOBK-5 


7057658 


Q25-DSD says no evidence was discarded. OIG says 
evidence was discarded. 





HOBK-97 


7119466 


Q13-DSD says Yes-spontaneous statement. Should be 
No-statement was in response to a question. 
Q17, Q18-DSD answered incorrectly. 





NE-87 


RFC 562143 


RFC numbers incorrect on face sheet. 








OCB-70 


RAMP-17 


7058943 





7069064 





Q49, Q50-DSD left blank. DSD indicated in Q64 that 
there was a significant conflict regarding where a key 
was recovered from. 

Q22-Q24-No search was conducted with regard to this 
suspect, although indicated in DSD audit. 

Q64-The report establishes clear cause to arrest the 
suspect for the gun, contrary to DSDs indication that 
there is significant conflict on the report. 








Review of Arrest, Booking, and Charging Reports 
by Special Enforcement Units Audit 

Page 20 of 20 

1.0 


APPENDIX D 


TOTAL JUVENILE ARRESTS BY SEUs 
(OIG Population) 


















































CONTROL BOOKING NO/RFC 
NO. 

CENT-01 7129890 
CENT-48 7058715 
CENT-104 7129866 
HBK-03 7065483 
NTN-30 5015534 
NE-70 7079557 
OCB-25 7112020 
OCB-70 7058943 
RAMP-21 7073938 
RAMP-34 7095955 
TT 0A 7097094 
771-25 7099396 
SW-40 7103198 
DEV-65 7113157 
FTHL-11 7046694 
FTHL-54 7130107 
WV-04 7046584 
WV-16 7085737 
PAC-01 7052051 
WILS-02 7034123 














